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STATE COMMISSION ON JUVENILE JUSTICE
INTERIM REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE

I NTRODUCTION

Through Senate Bill (SB) 81, the State Commission on Juvenile Justice (Commission) is charged
with developing ajuvenile justice operational master plan and submitting it to the Legislature by
January 1, 2009. Among other things, this plan is to address issues relating to realignment of
responsibility for certain juvenile offenders from State to local responsibility. In addition, the
Commission is to recommend strategies in three specific areas: 1) use of “risk and needs
assessment tools to evaluate the programming and security needs of all youthful offenders and
at-risk youth,” 2) “juvenile justice universal data collection elements,” and 3) “criteria and
strategies to promote a continuum of evidence-based responses to youthful offenders.” As part of
its work, the Commission is to submit an interim report to the Legislature by May 1, 2008 that
outlines the status of the work of the Commission and the strategies it has identified to date. This
document is the Commission’ s interim report.

The enabling legidation for the Commission’swork isincluded as Appendix A to this report.
STATUSOF THE WORK OF THE COMMISSION

Eleven of the 12 commissioners representing the constituencies described in SB 81 have been
appointed. The appointment of the twelfth member—a person representing the interests of crime
victims—-awaits action by the Speaker of the Assembly. The 11 appointed commissioners are
listed at the beginning of this report.

The first meeting of the Commission took place on January 24, 2008. At this meeting, along with
other organizational issues, the Commission approved the selection of a consultant,
Christopher Murray & Associates, to assist the Commission in its work. Mr. Murray and his
team have been retained and the Commission has met monthly since that time.

Accomplishments to Date

At its second meeting, held on February 27, 2008, the Commission heard a presentation on the
preliminary results of the 2005-2006 Juvenile Justice Data Project from Dr. Karen Hennigan of
the University of Southern California, and a presentation on options for development of a
juvenile justice operational master plan from Mr. Murray. Representatives from the Corrections
Standards Authority (CSA) also discussed their work relative to the Youthful Offender Block
Grant (YOBG) program, and other issues of mutual interest to the Commission and the CSA.

The juvenile justice data project is a multi-year study based on a detailed survey of various
aspects of local juvenile justice operations, including assessment tools and program interventions
in use at the time of the survey. The data presented provides a solid information base upon which
to build. The Commission will have the continued benefit of Dr. Hennigan’s work and expertise,
because she is part of the team assembled by Christopher Murray & Associates.
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Mr. Murray presented options relating to the scope of ajuvenile justice operational master plan,
methods for stakeholder involvement and recommendations for future activities of the
commission.

Options for the scope of the plan depend on how SB 81 isinterpreted. Narrowly defined, the plan
could be restricted to the three tasks enumerated in the bill: The facility and infrastructure issues
identified in the appropriation trailer bill and local options for non-707(b) youth. Expansively
defined, the plan could address the entire juvenile justice continuum, including prevention and
all youth who come in contact with or who are at risk of coming in contact with, the juvenile
justice system. After discussion and consideration of the options, the commission directed the
consultant to define the scope of the juvenile justice operational master plan broadly to include
all tasks outlined in the bill, appropriation language, and the entire juvenile justice continuum
including all youth who come in contact with the juvenile justice system. The importance of
prevention and issues relating to youth at risk of coming in contact with the juvenile justice
system will be discussed, but not developed in detail, in the plan. Specific content areas of the
plan—such as a description of the current juvenile justice system and a gap analysis-were aso
discussed.

As part of the discussion, the Commission noted the importance of stakeholder involvement and
considered options for obtaining that involvement. It was noted the Commission itself represents
many, but not all, stakeholders. Due to time and resource constraints, the Commission concluded
that methods to obtain stakeholder input must be efficient as well as effective. The consensus
was that a process which enables stakeholders to comment on draft materials may be the best
way to obtain their input.

The third meeting of the Commission took place on March 27, 2008. At this meeting the
Commission discussed the content of the juvenile justice operational master plan and the
consultant’s work plan for generating the report. While the following may not be al-inclusive, it
is expected the plan will address the following subjects:

A description of the components and operations of a balanced juvenile justice
continuum—from initial contact with the juvenile justice system through reentry, and
aftercare.

e An overview of the existing juvenile justice system in California and an inventory of its
current State and local components.

e A gap analysis, including the effect of SB 81 on loca jurisdictions, and facility and
infrastructure needs as required by the appropriation trailer bill.

o Recommendations for making key strategies available to local jurisdictions on risk and needs
assessment, outcome measures and common data elements, and implementation of
evidence-based practices.

e Other recommendations of the Commission.

A copy of the draft report outline and work plan are included as Appendix B to this report.

At the March meeting, the Commission also reviewed three approaches to juvenile justice
employed by states that have demonstrated national leadership in this arena. The Commission
learned that in Washington state, state funds are provided to counties to operate certain
evidence-based programs shown to cost-effectively reduce juvenile recidivism. The experience
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of Washington state also demonstrates the importance of quality control and fidelity to modelsin
implementation of evidence-based practices. In Oregon, a statewide system of benchmarks and
outcome measures are used to evaluate the effect of local strategies to reduce juvenile crime and
victimization. Finaly, in reviewing the Reclaim Ohio program, the Commission learned how
state grants are awarded to counties as a mechanism to encourage jurisdictions to address
juvenile crime and delinquency at the local level for as many youth as possible. The Reclaim
Ohio program aso highlights the importance of avoiding net widening or use of state dollars to
supplant local funds. Slides from a power-point presentation on these systems are included as
Appendix C to this report.

At this meeting, the Commission also reviewed a staff analysis of the YOBG plans submitted to
CSA on January 1, 2008. Among the findings of this analysis are that 45 percent of the counties—
including 19 of 31 small counties-have used block grant funds to acquire or improve assessment
tools. Virtualy all counties are using block grant funds to create or expand programs and
services for justice system youth. A general pattern observed in the data is that smaller counties
are more likely to use funds to create or expand probation services, and larger counties are more
likely to expand mental health, substance abuse, and other program services. A county-by-county
summary of Y OBG plans and the findings of thisanalysis can be found in Appendices D and E.

The agenda of the fourth meeting (held on April 24, 2008) was dedicated to a discussion of the
content of the interim report to the Legislature and methods to obtain additional stakeholder
input. The results of the discussion on the content of the interim report are reflected in this
document.

A preiminary list of stakeholders is included as Appendix F to this report. It is the
Commission’s intention to incorporate the advice and input of stakeholders by advising them of
the agendas of each meeting and inviting their input on topics of mutual interest or concern.
Further, asits work progresses, the Commission will post the major issues to be addressed in the
juvenile justice operational master plan, and ask stakeholders for their comments about draft
documents and recommendations of the Commission.

Between the third and fourth meetings the Commission co-chairs briefed the Senate Budget
Subcommittee #4 on the status of the Commission’s work and on this interim report.

The minutes of all meetings, and schedule of future meetings can be found in Appendices
G and H.

Activities Planned for Upcoming Months

At its June meeting the Commission expects to consider and discuss three important topics:
e Goalsand core principles to guide its work.

o Elements of acomplete and balanced juvenile justice continuum and

e Theimportance and uses of risk and needs assessment tools.

Arrangements are being made to have a national expert speak about risk and needs assessment
tools at the May or June meeting.
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The Commission aso expects to adopt atopic schedule in June for the rest of the meetings of the
Commission in 2008. In general, it is expected there will be additional presentations at future
meetings by national experts on evidence-based programs, outcome driven data systems, and
data collection options. Topics through the fall are expected to concentrate on draft chapters of
the juvenile justice operational master plan. The Commission has also resolved to discuss
SB 81 implementation issues and concerns at each of the Commission’s meetings.

STRATEGIESIDENTIFIED TO DATE

The strategies discussed below are a work-in-progress. The Commission has met four times and
will meet eight more times before submittal of its final report. Between now and then it is highly
likely additional information, thoughtful analysis, fresh thinking, and input from stakeholders,
will strengthen, modify, and augment the strategies identified to date.

One strategy that is not likely to change is the conclusion of the Commission that there is no
“one-sizefitsall” approach that will work in a State as large and diverse as California. While we
expect core elements-including a common understanding of desired outcomes—to be present at
al levels, there will undoubtedly be differences in how these elements are implemented in large,
medium, small, and very small counties, and the State.

A vision isimplied in the three elements enumerated in Penal Code Section 1960.5 as added by
SB 81 (i.e. risk and needs assessment, evidence-based programs, and common data elements).

First, there is a large body of research supporting the value of assessing a youth’s strengths and
weaknesses in a variety of domains. When collected in a manner consistent with the research,
this information, combined with information about the youth’s current offense, criminal history,
and other static factors, can do two things. Firgt, it can—in a statistically valid way—identify those
youth who are at high, medium, or low risk to reoffend. In addition, it can identify factors that
contribute to crime and delinquency that are amenable to change with the appropriate
interventions, thereby forming the basis of a targeted treatment or case management plan.

Second, there is another large body of research demonstrating that some kinds of interventions,
when competently delivered to an appropriate group of youthful offenders, can reduce the
average recidivism rate of the group. Other research shows that smart investments in appropriate
interventions not only reduce crime and the consequences of victimization, they can also lower
long-term costs for taxpayers.

Finally, collecting and analyzing the appropriate data elements—particularly knowledge about
interventions tied to outcome measures—is key to identifying what works and what doesn’t. Good
use of appropriate data is what helps jurisdictions work smarter and produce better outcomes for
youth, families, and communities.

As time goes on, the Commission will elaborate on this vision. At this point, the Commission is
only prepared to discuss strategies identified to date. It should be noted that the strategies listed
below are a menu of possibilities the Commission is considering. They do not necessarily
represent decisions that have been made.
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Strategies for risk and needs assessment tools

There are many reasons why youthful offenders are assessed. For the system goa of

rehabilitation, assessments seek to identify risk and need factors associated with an increased

probability of crime and delinquency and/or the likelihood of reoffending.

- Somerisk/needs factors are said to be “dynamic” because they are amenable to change.

- For higher risk youth, these dynamic risk/needs factors become the targets for
evidence-based interventions.

Many counties have validated risk/needs assessment tools in place. Many other counties—

especially small ones—are using a portion of their YOBG funds to acquire new risk/needs

assessment tools that have been validated with juvenile justice populations. Jurisdictions that

have not yet adopted a tool that has been professionally validated either in their jurisdiction

or, at minimum, with a juvenile population elsewhere that is similar to their own, should be

encouraged to do so.

Ultimately, it is desirable to have only a few valid risk/needs assessment instruments in use

in California. At minimum, different assessment tools should be normed so the terms “low,”

“medium,” and “high” risk youth are comparable from jurisdiction to jurisdiction.

Risk/needs assessments are most effective when used to inform treatment or case plans to

address identified risks and needs.

While a systemic response is needed for all juvenile crime, for program interventions, the

“biggest bang for the buck” comes when evidence-based programs are concentrated on youth

who are at higher risk of reoffense.

Strategies for universal data collection e ements

The goa of common data collection elements should be to inform decision makers about
juvenile justice outcomes and genera system performance. Common data elements should
provide information to determine which rehabilitative programs work and which don’'t. The
data elements should also help document trends and identify issues that local or State
officials may want to address.

The data need a “home’—professional, non-partisan, research group or agency authorized to
have access to juvenile justice and other sensitive records. This group’s responsibility should
be to maintain the database, conduct research, and make reports useful to counties, Divison
of Juvenile Justice (DJJ), and the Legislature.

The evaluation of outcomes requires tracking information on intervention programs and
about specific individual’s over time, including:

- Demographic information.

- An objective measure of each offender’slevel of risk.

- Current offense.

- Offense history.

- Duration of participation in treatment by type of treatment.

- The type and timing of future arrests, future juvenile adjudications, and future adult
convictions. (Ideally, there should be a uniform definition of recidivism, but in the absence of
such a definition, collecting all of these data elements allows researchers to use consistent
definitionsin all analyses.)

To track individuals across different agencies and data systems requires a common person
identifier or creation of a database of person identifiers which links individuals across data
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systems. For research purposes, it is necessary to have a high percentage of reliable matches

between data systems-but it is not necessary to have all records matched.

Tracking individuals and their outcomes can be done by:

- Having al jurisdictions enter data into a common data system (perhaps an enhanced
juvenile court and probation statistical system).

- Having al jurisdictions provide data which is entered into a data system by someone else.

- Developing data mining tools to periodically extract the information from existing data
systems that have been modified to include all common data el ements.

Strategies to promote a continuum of evidence-based responses to youthful offenders

The juvenile justice continuum extends from prevention and early intervention through
reentry and aftercare. While there are a number of evidence-based programs already in place
in California counties, a gap anaysis is needed to identify areas where evidence-based
programs are underutilized, and where they can be of most use in reducing recidivism among
juvenile offenders.

The cost savings/cost avoidance benefits from smart use of evidence-based programs accrue
to multiple agencies and levels of government. No single agency or jurisdiction receives
sufficient benefit to offset the costs of good programs. Consequently, costs and benefits
should be shared equitably.

To determine what is equitable, California should consider developing a cost model (like that
created by the Washington State Institute for Public Policy) that evaluates program costs and
benefits using California costs and recidivism rates.

The quality of programs should be judged on statistically sound aggregate outcomes. At the
same time, promising programs that have not yet been evaluated need to be supported.

An agency or department within California government, or a California state university,
should be designated to maintain a catalog of evidence-based and promising programs for
juvenile offenders. For example, the Center for Evidence Based Corrections at University of
California, Irvine is currently doing this for adult offenders under a grant from the California
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation. It may also be useful to have the designated
organization be the “home” of the data discussed above. This group might also provide
technical assistance in evaluating existing promising programs currently operated by local
jurisdictionsin California.

Presentations to stakeholder groups, research reports, newsletters, etc., should be used to
promote knowledge about evidence-based programs.

The State should provide financial incentives for counties to use evidence-based programs.
Quality assurance to ensure fidelity to program design is essentia to success.

Through use of common data elements, it will be possible to provide feedback on what is
working and what is not.
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APPENDIX A: ENABLING LEGISLATION
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Extracts from Senate Bill 81

Chapter 1.5. Y outhful Offender Block Grant Program
Article 1. General Provisions

1950. The purpose of this chapter is to enhance the capacity of local communities to
implement an effective continuum of response to juvenile crime and delinquency.

1951. (a) Thereis hereby established the Y outhful Offender Block Grant Fund.

(b) Allocations from the Y outhful Offender Block Grant Fund shall be used to enhance the
capacity of county probation, mental health, drug and alcohol, and other county departments
to provide appropriate rehabilitative and supervision services to youthful offenders subject to
Sections 731.1, 733, 1766, and 1767.35. Counties, in expending the Y outhful Offender Block
Grant allocation, shall provide all necessary services related to the custody and parole of the
offenders.

Article 2. Performance and Accountability

1960. The Legislature finds and declares that local youthful offender justice programs,
including both custodial and noncustodial corrective services, are better suited to provide
rehabilitative services for certain youthful offenders than state-operated facilities. Local
communities are better able than the state to provide these offenders with the programs they
require, in closer proximity to their families and communities, including, but not limited to,
all of the following:

(@) Implementing risk and needs assessment tools and evaluations to assist in the
identification of appropriate youthful offender dispositions and reentry plans.

(b) Placements in secure and semisecure youthful offender rehabilitative facilities and in
private residential care programs, with or without foster care waivers, supporting
specialized programs for youthful offenders.

(c) Nonresidential dispositions such as day or evening treatment programs, community
service, restitution, and drug-alcohol and other counseling programs based on an
offender’ s assessed risks and needs.

(d) House arrest, electronic monitoring, and intensive probation supervision programs.

(e) Reentry and aftercare programs based on individual aftercare plans for each offender who
is released from a public or private placement or confinement facility.

(f) Capacity building strategies to upgrade the training and qualifications of juvenile justice
and probation personnel serving the juvenile justice casel oad.

(9) Regional program and placement networks, including direct brokering and placement
locating networks to facilitate out-of-county dispositions for counties lacking programs or
facilities.

1960.5. (a) The State Commission on Juvenile Justice, pursuant to Section 1798.5, shall
develop a Juvenile Justice Operational Master Plan. On or before January 1, 2009, the
commission shall develop and make available for implementation by the counties the
following strategies:

(1) Risk and needs assessment tools to eval uate the programming and security needs of
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all youthful offenders and at-risk youth.
(2) Juvenile justice universal data collection elements, which shall be common to all
counties.
(3) Criteriaand strategies to promote a continuum of evidence-based responses to
youthful offenders.
(b) In drafting the Juvenile Justice Operational Master Plan, the commission shall take into
consideration both of the following:
(1) Evidence-based programs and risk and needs assessment tools currently in use by the
counties.
(2) The costs of implementing these strategies.
(c) On or before May 1, 2008, the commission shall provide an interim report to the
Legislature, which shall include the status of the work of the commission and the
strategies it has identified to date.

2007-208 FINAL BUDGET SUMMARY
Chapter 171/172, 1tem 5225-001-0001, Provision 13 (page 443)

Of the funds appropriated in this item, $600,000 is all ocated to the State Commission on
Juvenile Justice, pursuant to Section 1798.5 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, to develop
a Juvenile Justice Operational Master Plan. The commission shall use a portion of these
moneys to contract with a national expert or national experts from the Farrell expert panel to
develop this plan in conjunction with local government. This plan shall also address facility
and infrastructure issues throughout the juvenile justice continuum. [Emphasis added.]
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APPENDIX B:
DRAFT REPORT OUTLINE & CONSULTANT WORK PLAN
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JUVENILE JUSTICE OPERATIONAL MASTER PLAN
DRAFT REPORT OUTLINE —March 20, 2008

NOTE: This outline presents the suggested content and possible organization of the final report of the
commission. By the end of the process the actual content and organization may differ somewhat from that
outlined below. The accompanying document, the “ Juvenile Justice Operational Master Plan, Draft Work
Plan,” lists the tasks that have been identified as necessary to produce such areport.

1 Executive Summary
1.1 Document summary
1.2 Commission recommendations

2 Components of abalanced juvenile justice continuum
2.1 Goalsand guiding principals
2.2 Risk and needs assessment

2.21 Large counties
2.22 Medium counties
2.23 Small counties
2.24 Regiona networks
2.3 Placement options
2.31 Large counties
2.32 Medium counties
2.33 Small counties
2.4 Data collection and reporting
241 Inputs& outputs
2.42 Outcomes
2.5 Evidence-based programs
251 Nationa literature
252 Cost/benefit analysis
2.53 Evaluating promising programs
2.6 State components
261 DI
2.62 Mental hedlth
2.63 Other

3 Overview of the juvenilejustice system in California
3.1 Description and flowchart
3.2 Quantitative analysis
3.3 Comparison to other state systems
3.4 Governing law

4  Detailed description of the current juvenile justice continuum in California
4.1 County components
411 Risk & needs assessment
4.12 Placement options
4.12.01 Juvenilejustice
4.12.02 Mental health
4.12.03 Other
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4.13 Youth profile
4.14 Datasystems
4.15 Use of evidence-based programs

4.2 State components

421 DJIfacilities

4.21.01
4.21.02
4.21.03
4.21.04
4.21.05
4.22 DJJParole
4.22.01
4.22.02
4.22.03

Risk & needs assessment
Facilities

Y outh profile

Data systems

Use of evidence-based programs

Caseload supervision
Programs and services
Facilities

4.23 Department of Mental Health
4.24 Y outh sentenced as adults

5 Gapanaysis

5.1 Theeffectsof SB 81
5.11 Onlocd jurisdictions

5.11.01
5.11.02

5.11.03

5.11.04
5.11.05

5.11.06
512 OnDJ
5.12.01
5.12.02

Demographics, criminal history, geographical distribution
Common prior interventions/sanctions before commitment
toDJJ

Estimated number of non-707(b) youth by county and
region

Gap analysis by county and region

Overview of current juvenile justice development grants by
county

Summary of block grants by county

Quantitative analysis
Qualitative analysis

5.2 Other local components

521 Staffing
5.22 Facilities

5.23 Risk & needs assessment
5.24 Datasystems

5.25 Programs

5.3 Other state components
531 DJJfacilities

5.32 DJJparole

5.33 Department of Mental Health

6 Making key strategies available to local jurisdictions
6.1 Risk and needs assessment
6.11 Strategiesfor large counties
6.12 Strategiesfor medium counties
6.13 Strategiesfor small counties
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6.14
6.15

Strategies for regional networks
Cost analysis

6.2 Outcome measures and common data elements

6.21
6.22
6.23
6.24
6.25

Strategies for large counties
Strategies for medium counties
Strategies for small counties
Strategies for regional networks
Cost analysis

6.3 Implementing evidence-based practices

6.31
6.32
6.33
6.34
6.35

Strategies for large counties
Strategies for medium counties
Strategies for small counties
Strategies for regional networks
Cost analysis
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JUVENILE JUSTICE OPERATIONAL MASTER PLAN
DRAFT WORK PLAN —March 20, 2008

NOTE: Thisdraft work plan identifies the tasks that need to be completed in order to produce the
report outlined in the accompanying document, the “Juvenile Justice Operational Master Plan,
Draft Report Outline.”

General Methodology
The proposed report will rely on previously completed work and existing data to the maximum
extent possible.

Identification of goals, guiding principles, and best practices will be obtained through review of
the national literature, experience of other states, input from commission members and focus
groups, and communication with (and perhaps presentations by) selected national experts.

Information on current operations of county juvenile justice systems will be obtained by survey,
telephone communication, and focus groups. Surveys will be custom made for each county by
providing them with a list of what has previously been reported (at a variety of different times)
about their assessment tools, placement options, programs, data systems, and needs. Counties
will be asked to verify or correct thisinformation and to add new information as appropriate.

Tentative recommendations will be developed in conjunction with commission members as draft
material is presented. Proposed final recommendations will be taken from the list of tentative
recommendations and those adopted by the Commission will be included in the final report.

Commission members-and others as appropriate-will have opportunities to comment on draft
chapters and other materials as they are developed and on afinal draft of the entire report.

Tasks
1 Identify and review prior studies and reports
1.1 Cdiforniajuvenilejustice system
111 Identify and obtain copies of documents
1.12 Review and extract/summarize relevant information
1.2 Best practices
121 Identify and obtain copies of documents/interview experts
1.21.01 Juvenile justice continuum
1.21.02 Exemplary state systems
1.21.03 Risk and needs assessment for juveniles
1.21.04 Outcome measures and other key data elements
1.21.05 Evidence-based programs and practices
1.22 Review and extract/summarize relevant information

2 Assist commission with review of best practices
2.1 Exemplary state systems
2.2 Goalsand guiding principles
2.3 Juvenilejustice continuum
2.4 Risk and needs assessment; security classification
2.5 Outcome measures and common data elements
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2.6  Evidence-based programs and practices

3  Components of a balanced juvenile justice continuum
3.1 Goalsand guiding principles

311
3.12
3.13
3.14
3.15

Review models from other states

Propose language for commission consideration & revise as hecessary
Review with, and obtain feedback from, focus groups

Review focus group feedback with commission

Draft final language

3.2  Draft paper on use and importance of risk/needs assessment and security classification

3.21
3.22

Identify range of costs to obtain and use validated assessment tools
Propose language for commission consideration & revise as hecessary

3.3 Develop matrix of interventions and sanctions (local and State)

331

3.32
3.33
3.34

3.35
3.36

Draft paper on range of appropriate target populations for each element on continuum
Draft paper on range of costs and resource needs for each element on continuum
Review draft with commission and revise as necessary

Review with, and obtain feedback from, focus groups for applicability to:

3.34.01 Large counties

3.34.02 Medium counties

3.34.03 Small counties

3.34.04 Regional networks

Review focus group feedback with commission

Draft section on continuum components based on county size

3.4 Proposelist of data elements

341
3.42
3.43
3.44
3.45
3.46

Review data elementsin existing data systems

Compare existing systems with elementsidentified in 1.21.04 above

Draft list of data el ements; review with commission and revise as necessary
Review with, and obtain feedback from focus groups

Review focus group feedback with commission

Finalize list of data elements

3.5 Draft paper on evidence-based programs

351
3.52

3.53
3.54

Review of the national literature (accomplished in 1.21.05 above)
Strategies for implementing evidence-based programs

3.52.01 Evaluating existing promising programs

3.52.02 Use of model programs

3.52.03 Use of best practice guidelines derived from meta-analysis
Costs and benefits

Review with commission and revise as necessary

3.6 Components outside the justice system

3.61
3.62
3.63

Prevention

Early intervention
Mental health services
3.63.01 County
3.63.02 State

4  Overview of thejuvenilejustice system in California
4.1 Obtain and analyze Cdlifornia data
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411 Create flowchart
412 Create other graphics

4.2  Compare mgjor system characteristics in Californiawith other states
4.21 Identify comparison states and obtain system descriptions
4.22 Summarize findings

4.3 ldentify governing law
4.31 Create appendix
432  Write summary

4.4  Write draft chapter

45 Review with commission and revise as hecessary

5 Detailed description of the current juvenile justice continuum in California
5.1 Update findings of the Hennigan/USC Juvenile Justice Data Project
511 Create integrated database on county juvenile justice components from available
sources
5.11.01 County risk and needs assessment
5.11.02 Local placement options
5.11.03 Juvenile justice data systems
5.11.04 Use of evidence-based programs
5.12 Prepare customized survey instruments for each county
513  Administer survey
5.13.01 Survey support (answer questions, provide clarifications, etc.)
5.13.02 Follow-up for missing information and clarification of submitted data
514 Document findings
5.14.01 Update database
5.14.02 Categorize and summarize findings
5.14.03 Create graphs and charts
5.14.04 Write draft narrative
5.2  Profilejuvenile justice population
5.21 County juvenile offender profile
5.21.01 Obtain and analyze data by county and region
5.21.02 Create charts and graphs
521.03  Writedraft narrative
5.22 DJJjuvenile offender profile
5.22.01 Obtain and analyze data for facilities and parole
5.22.02 Create charts and graphs
522.03  Writedraft narrative
5.3 Describe county mental health services for juvenile offenders
5.31 Identify information sources and interview key informants
5.32 Document findings in draft narrative
54 DJJfacilities
541 Risk & needs assessment
5.41.01 Obtain copies of current and proposed assessment tools
5.41.02 Interview key informants
5.41.03 Document findings in draft narrative
5.42 Facilities
5.42.01 Determine current and planned physical and staffed capacity of each
institution

Interim Report of the State Commission on Juvenile Justice Appendix



5.42.02 Document findings in draft narrative
5.43 Data systems
5.43.01 Identify information sources and interview key informants
5.43.02 Document findings in draft narrative
5.44 Use of evidence-based programs
5.44.01 Obtain list of current and proposed programs
5.44.02 Interview key informants
5.44.03 Document findings in draft narrative

55 DJJParole
5.51 Identify and describe casel oad supervision options and strategies
5.52 | dentify and describe programs and services
5.53 Identify and describe facilities
5.6 Department of Mental Health
5.61 Southern Y outh Correctional Reception Center and Clinic intermediate care facility
5.62 State hospitals
5.63 Other programs and services for juvenile offenders
5.7  Youth sentenced as adults
5.71 Identify and summarize governing law
5.72 Obtain and analyze commitment data by county
5.73 Obtain and analyze youth profile data
574 Document findings
5.8 Write draft chapter
5.9 Review draft with commission and others as appropriate; revise as necessary
6 Gapanaysis
6.1 Obtain county input on local needs and priorities (including SB 81 needs)
6.11 Create integrated database of previoudly identified gaps from available sources
6.12 Include with survey discussed in 5.1 above
6.13 Document findings
6.2 Summarize Y outhful Offender Block Grant Plans by county
6.3 Compare current county resources and self-identified needs to continuum identified in 3.3 above
6.31 Identify local needs and priorities validated through this process
6.32 Identify additional needs not identified by counties
6.3 Obtain and analyze data/information relating to effects SB 81
6.31 On counties
6.31.01 Estimate near-and long-term impact
6.31.02  Anayze demographics, criminal history and geographical distribution
Survey sample of non-707(b) youth re: common prior
6.31.03 interventions/sanctions
6.32 OnDJ
6.32.01 Quantitative analysis
6.32.02 Qualitative analysis
6.4  Write draft chapter
6.5 Review draft with commission and others as appropriate; revise as necessary

7 Toolsand strategies

7.1

Draft paper on strategies for obtaining or maintaining validated assessment tools
711  Optionsfor obtaining assessment tools
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7.12 Options for validating new or existing tools
7.2  Draft paper on common data elements
7.21 List of data elements derived from 3.4 above
7.22 Strategies for recording and reporting data
7.23 Options for data repository and use of data
7.3  Draft paper on criteria and strategies for promoting a continuum of evidence-based practices
7.31 Criteriafor evidence-based practices derived from 3.5 above
7.32 Strategies to promote use of evidence-based practices
74 Cost analysis (completed in task 3 above)
7.5 Review draft with commission and others as appropriate; revise as necessary

8 Recommendations
8.1 Maintain list of possible recommendations based on commission discussion of draft documents
8.2 Preparedraft list of recommendations after tasks 1 through 7 are complete
8.3 Review list of recommendations with commission and revise as necessary

9 Writefinal report
9.1 Integrate draftsidentified above into single document
9.2 Review with commission members and other parties as appropriate
9.3 Makefina revisions and publish report

10 Meetings and project management

10.1 Preparefor and attend meetings
10.11  Commission
10.12  Focus groups
10.13 Othersasrequired

10.2 Project management
10.21 Team management
10.22 Management of subconsultants and outside experts
10.23  Client correspondence and contact
10.24  Administrative matters (contracts, accounting, etc.)
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APPENDIX C: POWERPOINT SLIDESON OTHER STATE SYSTEMS
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What was it intended to do?

. |
e Established in 1993, the intent was to:

- Reduce the number of felony and misdemeanant
level delinquents

- Reduce the severity of the crimes committed
- Improve victim reparation
- Increase community safety

- Increase youth competency through community-
based rehabilitative programming

Examples of Other State Systems

Christopher Murray & Associates
March 27, 2008

RECLAIM Ohio Program goals
G

e The program goals are twofold:

RECLAIM : i )
- to empower local judges with more sentencing
Reasoned and options and disposition alternatives for the
Fautavle juvenile offender and
ommunity and
Local - to improve DYS' ability to treat and rehabilitate
Alternatives o the youthful offenders
Incarceration of
Minors
What is it? How does it work?
R R
RECLAIM Ohio is a positive incentive plan that e Each county receives a monthly allocation
encourages local juvenile courts to develop or from Department of Youth Services based on
contract for a range of community-based the number of youth adjudicated for felonies
sanctions and treatment options. in the previous four years.

e Each month, a county's allocation is charged
75 percent of the daily costs for youth
housed in secure DYS institutions and 50
percent of the daily costs for youth placed in
DYS community corrections facilities.
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How does it work - continued
I —

e Counties are not charged for youth committed
to DYS for enumerated violent crimes and
some firearms offenses.

e Unused funds are rebated to the counties to
develop or purchase programming to meet
the needs of the youth in their communities.

e Funds may be used for any juvenile justice
purpose except construction, renovation, or
supplanting of local funds.

Who is served?
. ]

A Risk Note: only felony
In 2006, Ttho 8% offenders are
more than eligible for
50.000 commitment to a
yOl’Jth state institution
participated
in local
RECLAIM
programs.

Mis demeanor

Where does the money go?
. |

Mantatin el Hoath
Surveilnce

Comnsling
\ & "
Witewshes \
Prabaion -, \
5 L

M,

Subsanes Abuss
54

A Ot Services
26

i

Iversion

Restnion
oy _/
mmmmm !
" { £l of Hoime
Fobatien Facanmi
' S
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RECLAIM Programs in 2006

Monitoring/Surveillance
Out of Home Placement
Intensive Probation

Home Based Family Preservation

Mental Health/Counseling
Substance Abuse Awareness
Violence Reduction Program

Intervention Alternatives/Unruly Youth

Physical Stress Challenge
Aftercare/Parole Enhancement
Vocational Training

Shoplifter Programs

Probation

Diversion

Secure Detention Services
Educational Services
Service Enhancement
Wrap Around Services
YYouth Intervention Groups
Sex Offender Programs
Law Enforcement Service
Traffic Offender Program
Family Reunification
Parental Guidance/Support
Mentors

Restitution/Community Services

Drug Testing
Clinical Assessment
Truancy Programs
Substance Abuse
Prevention

Day Treatment
Conflict Mediation
Independent Living
Employment

Life Skills Training
Advocacy
Recreation

What have been the outcomes?

e Over the last 10 years, the number of youth
adjudicated for felonies in Ohio has steadily

gone down.

e At the same time, the percentage of juvenile
felons committed to the state has remained

about the same.

Outcomes - continued

e A 2005 study conducted by the University of
Cincinnati, found that

- RECLAIM funded programs predominantly served
youth adjudicated for lesser offenses and 75% of
the youth in RECLAIM programs were low to
moderate risk for reoffense

- In terms of recidivism, lower risk youth performed
worse when placed in residential programs when
compared to low risk youth in non-residential

programs

Appendix



Outcomes - continued o
CJAA - what is it?

QR
- For high risk youth, none of the placement types . |
substantially outperformed the others in terms of e Passed in 1997, the Community Juvenile
recidivism. Accountability Act provides state funding for
B Vlﬂ Z'Qh risk youth _E’erformetq bettfer Y’I‘_’the” bys local juvenile courts to implement approved
placed In a community corrections facility or _ . h
institution. research-based intervention programs

proven to reduce juvenile recidivism.

e |ts primary goal is to cost effectively reduce
juvenile crime in Washington State.

Outcomes - continued

N What is it - continued
e In general, . |
- programs with more services and structure were e The Washington State Institute for Public
more effective with higher risk youth, and P